Abstract. When prey encounter predators, they use different cues to indicate how to respond to minimize the predation risk. How such proximate cues in the environment correspond to the ultimate behaviour of the prey are important for understanding the outcome of predator-prey interactions. The precision of the anti-predator response of juvenile perch, Perca fluviatilis, and roach, Rutilus rutilus, when subjected to predation by piscivorous perch and pike, Esox lucius, and to different types of structure was tested in a wading pool experiment. The predation risk was varied between two habitats (one open water and one structured) by confining the predators to one of the two habitats. The prey were free to choose between habitats. Both perch and pike attacked both prey species but they were only successful in capturing roach. Roach swam faster than juvenile perch in the presence of perch, whereas juvenile perch swam faster than roach in the presence of pike. Juvenile perch inspected the predators more and showed a more flexible inspection behaviour than did roach. Juvenile perch decreased the number of switches between habitats and stayed in the predator-free part of the pool in the presence of perch. In contrast, roach increased their habitat switch frequency in the presence of perch and stayed in the vegetation structure even when there were perch there. Both prey species preferred to stay in the vegetation structure when pike were there. Juvenile perch used both the vegetation and pipe structure as refuges whereas roach used only the vegetation structure as a refuge. The results suggest that juvenile perch use a different cue when assessing predation risk and display a more flexible behaviour compared with roach which simply move into vegetation under the threat of predation irrespective of predator location. 1996 The Association for the Study of Animal Behaviour
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When an animal moves in the environment it uses different cues to facilitate its behavioural decisions (e.g. to maximize food intake, to minimize predation risk, etc.). These cues, termed proximate factors or 'rules of thumb', have been one focus of behavioural studies aimed at predicting the cost and benefits of an animal's decisions (Stephens & Krebs 1986; Krebs & Kacelnik 1992) . The proximate cues may differ from the ultimate factors that cause the resulting behavioural patterns of the organism (Sih 1986). For example, when a prey escapes predation by moving into a vegetated habitat, the proximate cue for that behaviour may be the structure of the habitat, whereas the ultimate reason is to reduce predation risk. The precision of the response of the organism depends on how well the behavioural repertoire can handle the different cues present in the environment (Drickamer & Vessey 1985) .
The ability to make precise assessments of predation risk leading to a subsequent change in behaviour will also depend on the flexibility of prey behavioural responses to varying predation risks (Sih 1992). For example, Kotler (1984) found that behavioural flexibility among desert rodents varied with body size, with larger prey being more flexible. Such behavioural flexibility may lead to prey assessing predation risk more efficiently and switching between safe and unsafe habitats (Sih 1992) . In this context, an important factor for prey survival is the difference between the assessed predation risk and the ability to make a precise response that minimizes that predation risk. For example, how does species-specific behavioural flexibility of prey affect the anti-predator response
